
 

 

 

 

Sevington Inland Border Facility 

Statement of Community Involvement 

 

June 2025 



 

Sevington Inland Border Facility – Statement of Community Involvement 2 

Contents 
1.Executive Summary ................................................................................................................... 3 

2. Introduction and Purpose ..................................................................................................... 4 

3. Community Engagement Process ....................................................................................... 6 

Table 1: Summary of engagement activities ...................................................................... 8 

Figure 1: Neighbour letter distribution area of 55 addresses ............................................ 10 

Figure 2: Flyer distribution area of 2,442 addresses ........................................................... 10 

Figure 3: Targeted postcodes as part of the social media campaign ........................... 11 

Image 1: Project team members and attendees at the 19th October event ................ 12 

Image 2: Project team members and attendees at the 26th October event ................ 12 

Image 3: Project team members and attendees at the 17th January event ................. 13 

Image 4: Project team members and attendees at the 18th January event ................. 13 

4. Feedback and Applicant’s Response ............................................................................... 16 

5. Conclusion ........................................................................................................................... 31 

Appendices ................................................................................................................................ 33 

  



 

Sevington Inland Border Facility – Statement of Community Involvement 3 

1. Executive Summary 
1.1. This report details the process and response to the pre-application engagement 

carried out by the Applicant (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(Defra), the Department for Transport (DfT), and HM Revenue and Customs 

(HMRC)). The primary purpose of this engagement was to inform and consult the 

local community regarding the proposed full planning application for the Sevington 

Internal Border Facility (IBF), which plays a critical role in national security, 

biosecurity, and UK border control. 

 

1.2. A comprehensive engagement strategy was developed, utilising both physical and 

digital channels to engage with a broad range of stakeholders. This included: 

 

• Website – a dedicated website for the consultation 

• Direct communication with stakeholders 

• Direct communication with near neighbours to the site 

• Press releases to the local media and press  

• Consultation events (see Table 1) 

 

1.3. The aim of the engagement strategy was to seek the views of stakeholders in the 

pre-application stage and inform the detail of the final full planning application. 

 

1.4. The feedback received during the engagement was constructive, with most 

residents acknowledging the importance of Sevington IBF for national and local 

security. The feedback received to date on the proposed planning application can 

be organised within the following themes: 

 

• Lighting 

• Noise 

• Traffic Management 

• Litter Control – outside the IBF boundary 

• Landscaping and Ecology 

 

1.5. The Applicant has reviewed the feedback received and is considering a number of 

operational changes that could be implemented in the short-term. In addition to 

this the Applicant will continue to consider if there could be improvements that can 

be made at the site through the full planning application, and in the future. 

 

1.6. HMG is committed to ongoing communication and engagement with stakeholders 

and the community throughout the planning application process, and throughout 

the operation of the Sevington IBF. 
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2. Introduction and Purpose 
Introduction 

 

2.1. This Statement of Community Involvement provides a record of community 

engagement undertaken during the pre-application phase of the full planning 

application for the Sevington IBF. 

 

2.2. Sevington IBF was granted temporary planning permission from the Ministry of 

Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) through a Special 

Development Order (SDO) in 2020. 

 

2.3. The temporary planning permission is due to expire on 31st December 2025. Given 

the continued operation of the site remains crucial for UK security and biosecurity, 

the Applicant is seeking full planning permission for Sevington IBF and Border 

Control Post (BCP) operations. 

 

2.4. The description of development is as follows:  

 

“Retention of the existing buildings, Goods Vehicle parking spaces, entry lanes, 

refrigerated semi-trailers, staff car parking spaces, access, site infrastructure, utilities, 

hardstanding, landscaping and ancillary facilities and associated works; and 

ongoing use of the site for an Inland Border Facility and Border Control Post, 

operating 24 hours per day, seven days per week.” 

Purpose 

2.5. The objectives of the engagement programme were: 

 

• To inform local residents, businesses, and local political representatives, of the 

intention to submit a full planning application for Sevington Inland Border 

Facility (IBF), including the scope and anticipated timeline of the application. 

• To engage with a broad range of stakeholders - local residents, business 

owners, and community groups - to understand their current experiences with 

the operational activities at Sevington IBF. 

• To ensure that the engagement programme was open, inclusive, and 

accessible, using a variety of methods. 

• To identify key concerns and opportunities for improvement in the current 

operations of Sevington IBF and address these, where feasible, before the 

submission of a full planning application to Ashford Borough Council. 

• To foster constructive dialogue with the local community and political 

representatives, building relationships to support ongoing engagement 

throughout the planning process and beyond. 

 

2.6. The engagement programme was developed to ensure meaningful and effective 

dialogue with the local community and stakeholders, in line with Ashford Borough 

Council’s own Statement of Community Involvement (2023) guidelines: 

 

“55. On significant applications, the council encourages potential major 

developers to undertake pre-application consultation with the local community. 
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This process can serve to inform interested parties about the nature and scale of 

the proposal and give local people an opportunity to comment before proposals 

reach an advanced stage. 

 

 57. This might involve setting up design workshops with parish councils and local 

communities to help shape more detailed proposals before planning applications 

are submitted, accepting the co-operation of the developer will also be required.” 

 

2.7. Engagement was also undertaken in line with guidance from the Government’s 

National Planning Policy Framework 2024 (NPPF), which places a strong emphasis 

on community engagement within the planning system:   

 

“40. Early engagement has significant potential to improve the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the planning application system for all parties. Good quality pre-

application discussion enables better coordination between public and private 

resources and improved outcomes for the community.  

 

41. Local planning authorities have a key role to play in encouraging other parties 

to take maximum advantage of the pre-application stage. They cannot require 

that a developer engages with them before submitting a planning application, 

but they should encourage take-up of any pre-application services they offer. 

They should also, where they think this would be beneficial, encourage any 

applicants who are not already required to do so by law to engage with the local 

community and, where relevant, with statutory and non-statutory consultees, 

before submitting their applications.” 

 

2.8. Further details of activities undertaken throughout the engagement programme 

are outlined in the following sections of this report.  
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3. Community Engagement Process 
3.1. The following section sets out the process for the community engagement across 

two stages, ahead of submitting a full planning application. 

 

3.2. In October 2024, the first stage of community engagement was held. This provided 

an opportunity to introduce the project team, and to inform all political and 

community audiences of the Applicant’s intention to submit a full planning 

application for Sevington IBF. 

 

3.3. The purpose of the first stage of engagement was to 1) outline current operational 

and physical arrangements at the IBF, 2) obtain feedback on local experiences of 

these, and 3) identify key concerns, allowing the team to review potential 

improvements that could be made for the site’s full planning application. 

 

3.4. In January 2025, a second stage of community engagement was undertaken to 

share an update on the progress of the full planning application for Sevington IBF. 

This included a presentation of the feedback received on the site’s operations to 

date, and how this had helped to inform the scope of the technical surveys and 

potential operational changes. 

 

3.5. The purpose of the second stage of engagement was to 1) provide the community 

with an update on the full planning application, and 2) present potential 

operational changes that could be implemented based on the feedback 

presented during the first stage of engagement. 

 

3.6. Outlined below are details of activities undertaken to promote widespread 

awareness of the project and engagement opportunities, and an overview of the 

levels of involvement across the two stages in October 2024 and January 2025.  

 

Stage One Community Engagement 

Date Details 

August 2024 Emails were sent to 26 politicians and officers at borough, 

county, parish, and parliamentary levels, as well as local 

business and community organisations, inviting them to meet 

the project team to discuss the site (Appendix I).  

October 2024 An online meeting was held between members of the project 

team and a local ward councillor for Ashford Borough Council.  

October 2024 2,442 flyers were delivered to residents, businesses and 

neighbours close to the site (Appendix II).  

October 2024 55 letters were delivered to near neighbours, informing them of 

upcoming door knocking activities by Kanda Consulting 

(Appendix III). 

October 2024 A dedicated engagement website, 

www.engagesevingtonibf.co.uk, was launched (Appendix IV). 

http://www.engagesevingtonibf.co.uk/
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The website was visited by 708 users across both stages of the 

engagement programme.  

October 2024 Kanda team members carried out ‘door-knocking’ of 

neighbours immediately surrounding the site. 45 addresses were 

visited, and 23 conversations were held with residents.  

October 2024 An online meeting was held between members of the project 

team and St Mary’s Sevington Church.  

October 2024 The project team hosted two community engagement events, 

providing attendees with the opportunity to speak directly with 

team members and share their current experiences of Sevington 

IBF. 73 people attended the events across the two days. At the 

events, exhibition boards (Appendix V) were displayed and 

both physical and digital feedback forms were provided 

(Appendix VI and Appendix VII). 

October 2024 An online meeting was held between members of the project 

team and a representative for Health and Wellbeing at Ashford 

Borough Council.  

October 2024 Social media advertisements promoting the dedicated 

engagement website were launched, reaching 9,739 people 

and generating 40,332 impressions (Appendix VIII). 

November 

2024 

An online meeting was held between members of the project 

team and representatives of Sevington, Mersham, Brabourne 

and Smeeth Parish Councils.  

Stage Two Community Engagement 

December 

2024 

Emails were sent to 26 politicians and officers at borough, 

county, parish, and parliamentary levels, as well as local 

business and community organisations, to provide an update on 

the progress of the planning application (Appendix X). 

December 

2024 

An e-newsletter was sent to 52 subscribers on the mailing list, 

providing an update on the progress of the planning 

application (Appendix X). 

January 2025 2,442 flyers were delivered to nearby residents, businesses and 

neighbours to the site, using the same distribution area as with 

stage one engagement (Appendix IX). 

January 2025 Emails were sent to 26 politicians and officers at borough, 

county, parish, and parliamentary levels, as well as local 

business and community organisations, notifying them of the 

upcoming engagement activity (Appendix X). 

January 2025 Social media advertisements promoting the upcoming 

engagement activities were launched, reaching 9,619 people 

and generating 51,916 impressions (Appendix XI). 
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January 2025 A meeting was held between members of the project team 

and a local Ashford Borough Council ward councillor and a 

Kent County Council ward councillor before the first exhibition 

event. 

January 2025 Two community engagement events were held to present stage 

1 feedback and discuss potential operational improvements. 35 

people attended across the two events and provided their 

feedback. At the events, exhibition boards were displayed 

(Appendix XII), and both physical and digital feedback forms 

were provided (Appendix XIII and Appendix XIV).  

Table 1: Summary of engagement activities 

Project Website 

3.7. The dedicated engagement website (Appendix IV), 

www.engagesevingtonibf.co.uk, was launched on 10th October 2024 and will 

remain the principal information and feedback hub throughout the project. 

 

3.8. The website hosted a number of pages providing background information on the 

project team, existing operations at Sevington IBF, and the reasons behind the 

intention to submit a full planning application for the site. To keep visitors well 

informed, the website contained a timeline for the project and an archive section 

with links to the previous SDO decision notices. It also provided an online survey 

where readers could submit their feedback on the full planning application 

digitally. 

 

3.9. The website is updated on a regular basis. Throughout the pre-application period, 

the website pages have been refreshed (text and images) with new information for 

readers to be kept up to date on the full planning application.  

 

3.10. On 7th January 2025 the project website was updated to include information 

about the Stage Two engagement, including details on the upcoming events. New 

presentation materials/ exhibition boards were uploaded (Appendix XII), and a 

survey was available for people to share their views (Appendix XIII and Appendix 

XIV).  

 

3.11. The website contains a page for Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), which was 

updated throughout the engagement programme. 

 

3.12. Visitors to the website were invited to sign up for the project mailing list, and 

updates were sent to the list via e-newsletter. 

 

3.13. Printed flyers and letters were sent to local residents to advertise the website and 

engagement events (Appendix II, Appendix III, and Appendix IX). Local resident 

Facebook groups were also notified and targeted social media advertisements 

were distributed via Facebook and Instagram (Appendix VIII and Appendix XI).  

 

http://www.engagesevingtonibf.co.uk/
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3.14. Over the course of the pre-planning engagement period, 708 unique users visited 

the website (from 10th October 2024 – 20th March 2025). 

 

3.15. At the time of writing, 52 people have signed up for the mailing list. 

 

3.16. The engagement website provided contact details for the engagement team, 

offering people the opportunity to request printed copies of the engagement 

materials for accessibility purposes. 

 

Ongoing communication channels 

3.17. Throughout the engagement programme, Kanda Consulting supplied and 

managed a telephone number (020 3900 3676) and dedicated project email 

address (contact@engagesevingtonibf.co.uk) on behalf of the Applicant. The 

contact number and email address remain available for stakeholders to reach out 

to the engagement team at any time. 

 

3.18. These contact measures allowed residents, political representatives and local 

organisations to speak to the team directly if they had any queries or comments.  

 

3.19. The project team has received 10 emails and one telephone call to date 

(Appendix XV) and the engagement team has responded to all email enquiries 

and the telephone call. All feedback has been incorporated into this document's 

‘Feedback and Applicant’s Response’ section (Section 4).  

 

3.20. The project email address and telephone number will continue to be managed on 

behalf of the Applicant, ensuring all stakeholders  continue to have the opportunity 

to raise concerns or questions following the submission of a full planning 

application. 

Near-neighbour letter 

3.21. In October 2024, ahead of initial engagement events and the distribution of a flyer 

advertising them, a near-neighbour letter (Appendix III)was sent to 55 properties 

surrounding the site. The distribution area for the letter can be seen below: 
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3.22. The letter was distributed via Royal Mail to all addresses within the distribution area. 

The area covered included, but was not limited to, residents living at: 

 

• Church Road 

• Cheeseman’s Green Lane 

• Kingsford Street 

 

3.23. The purpose of this letter was to inform local residents about upcoming 

engagement and the objectives of the engagement. It also notified them of 

upcoming ‘door-knocking’ activity, giving nearby neighbours an opportunity to 

provide feedback on their experiences with Sevington IBF’s operations, directly to 

Kanda Consulting. 

 

Door-knocking 

3.24. The engagement team conducted two door-knocking sessions on 16th October 

and 17th October 2024. Due to stormy weather on 16th October, Kanda postponed 

the session and resumed door-knocking on 17th October. 

 

3.25. Over the course of two days, 45 homes were visited. Residents in 12 properties 

provided initial feedback on their experiences with Sevington IBF. Residents in 11 

properties discussed the engagement events, and door-knocking cards were left in 

the letterboxes of 22 addresses. 

 

3.26. Key themes of feedback included lighting, traffic management, biodiversity and 

the impact on St Mary’s Church. More detail on the feedback received during the 

door-knocking activity is captured in Section 4 of this report.  

 

Flyer  

3.27. Across both stages of engagement, a flyer was sent to local residents in October 

2024 (Appendix II) and January 2025 (Appendix IX). The distribution area for the 

printed flyer can be seen below: 

 

 

Figure 1: Neighbour letter distribution area of 55 

addresses 

Figure 2: Flyer distribution area of 2,442 addresses 
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3.28. The flyer was sent to all addresses within the distribution area shown above. It 

included an invitation to the upcoming engagement events and provided details 

of the dedicated engagement website. Contact details for the project team were 

also included.  

 

3.29. Residents with limited access to the internet were encouraged to call the project 

team for assistance so that offline information materials could be provided upon 

request.  

Social Media 

3.30. Social media advertisements were employed to promote both stages of 

engagement. Targeted advertisements via Facebook and Instagram encouraged 

viewers to visit the website for further information, containing a direct link.  

 

3.31. Geo-targeting for the paid social media advertisements was based on specific 

postcode areas. The local distribution area included the following postcode areas 

around the site: TN24 and TN25. 

 

 

 

 

 

3.32. The first social media campaign (Appendix VIII) occurred between 29th October 

and 7th November 2024. These advertisements reached a total of 9,739 people, 

generating 40,332 impressions and 336 clicks. 

 

3.33. The second social media campaign occurred between 9th and 17th January 2025 

(Appendix XI). These advertisements reached a total of 9,619 people, generating 

51,916 impressions and 388 clicks. 

 

Community engagement events 

 

3.34. In total, four community engagement events were held across both stages of the 

engagement programme.  

 

Figure 3: Targeted postcodes as part of the social 

media campaign 
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3.35. The first engagement event was held on 19th October 2024 at Mersham Village 

Hall, TN25 6NU. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.36. A total of 40 people attended this event including representatives from the 

following: 

 

• Ashford Borough Council 

• Sevington with Finberry Parish Council 

• Mersham Parish Council 

 

3.37. The second engagement event was held on 26th October 2024 at St Mary the 

Virgin Church in Willesborough, TN24 0YR. 

 

 

 

3.38. A total of 33 people attended this event including representatives and political 

figures from the following: 

 

• Ashford Borough Council 

Image 1: Project team members and attendees at the 19th October event 

Image 2: Project team members and attendees at the 26th October event 
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• Sevington and Willesborough Churches 

• Ashford Green Party 

 

3.39. Over the course of the first stage of the engagement programme, the project 

team received 12 responses to the survey from local residents. The team also 

collated verbal feedback received at events which has been captured in Section 4 

of this report: ‘Feedback and Applicant’s Response’. 

 

3.40. More details about the key themes raised across stage one community 

engagement are contained in Section 4 of this report: ‘Feedback and Applicant’s 

Response’. 

 

3.41. The third engagement event was held on 17th January 2025, at Mersham Village 

Hall, TN25 6NU. 

  

   

3.42. A total of 17 people attended this event including representatives and political 

figures from the following: 

 

• Ashford Borough Council 

• Kent County Council 

• Sevington Parish Council 

• Mersham Parish Council 

 

3.43. The fourth engagement event was held on 18 January 2025 at Willesborough WI 

Hall, 100 Church Rd, Willesborough, Ashford TN24 0JG. 

  

3.44. A total of 18 people attended this event including representatives from the 

following: 

Image 3: Project team members and attendees at the 17th January event 

Image 4: Project team members and attendees at the 18th January event 
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• Ashford Borough Council 

• Ashford Green Party 

 

3.45. During the second engagement stage, the team received four digital feedback 

forms and five hard copy feedback forms from residents who attended events.  The 

team also collated verbal feedback received at events, which has been captured 

in chapter 4 of this report: ‘Feedback and Applicant’s Response’. 

 

3.46. For more detail on the key themes of feedback received during all community 

engagement activities, please see Section 4: ‘Feedback and Applicant’s 

response’.  

Meetings with political representatives and local organisations 

3.47. Throughout the engagement programme, Kanda Consulting approached local 

political representatives and organisations to discuss the Applicant’s intention to 

submit a full planning application for the site. Kanda identified relevant parties 

through a comprehensive audit of the area. 

 

3.48. The objective of initial engagement was to inform political representatives and 

local organisations as early as possible about the plans to submit a full planning 

application and identify key topics of interest before the wider community 

engagement events. 

 

3.49. From this early engagement, the team also sought to establish relationships with 

those connected to the site, ensuring the plans for the full application could be 

clearly communicated and to foster ongoing dialogue throughout the 

engagement programme and beyond. 

 

3.50. In August 2024, an email was sent to identified political representatives and 

business / community organisations, on behalf of the Applicant (Appendix I). The 

email outlined plans to seek full planning permission for the site and invited 

recipients to a detailed briefing with members of the project team. Further 

correspondence was sent to the same group in September and December 2024 

and January 2025 (Appendix X) to promote awareness of engagement events, the 

website and with further invitations to meet. 

 

3.51. Correspondence was sent to the following political representatives: 

• Leader of Ashford Borough Council 

• Deputy Leader of Ashford Borough Council 

• Ashford Green Party 

• Leader of Ashford Labour 

• Leader of Ashford Conservatives 

• Ashford Borough Council councillor for Mersham, Sevington South with Finberry 

• Ashford Borough Council Cabinet Member for Port Health 

• Ashford Borough Council Cabinet Member for Planning, Housing Delivery & 

Communication 

• Ashford Borough Council Cabinet member for Communities, Health and 

Wellbeing 
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• Ashford Borough Council Cabinet member for Commercial Property and 

Investment 

• Chief Executive of Ashford Borough Council 

• Ashford Borough Council Head of Economic Development 

• Ashford Borough Council Head of Policy and Performance 

• Ashford Borough Council councillor for Highfield ward 

• Ashford Borough Council councillor for Aylesford & East Stour ward 

• Chair and Vice-chair of Sevington with Finberry Parish Council 

• Chair of Mersham Parish Council 

• Chair of Smeeth Parish Council 

• Chair of Brabourne Parish Council 

• Chair of South Willesborough and Newtown Community Council 

• MP for Ashford 

• Kent County Council Cabinet Member for Community and Regulatory Services 

 

3.52. St Mary’s Church, Ashford International Truckstop, and Kent Invicta Chamber of 

Commerce were also contacted. 

 

3.53. A list of the meetings that took place can be found below: 

 

• Ashford Borough Council ward councillor for Mersham, Sevington South with 

Finberry (October 2024 and January 2025) 

• St Mary’s Sevington Church (October 2024) 

• Ashford Borough Council Corporate Director of Health and Wellbeing 

(October 2024) 

• Sevington, Mersham, Brabourne and Smeeth Parish Councils (November 

2024) 

 

3.54. Key themes of feedback that arose from these meetings can be found in the 

‘Feedback and Applicant’s Response’ section of this report. 
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4. Feedback and Applicant’s 

Response 
4.1. The table below highlights the key themes of feedback gathered from residents, 

political representatives, and local community groups at various forums and stages 

of the engagement programme, along with the team's responses to the issues 

raised. 

 

4.2. This includes feedback from the following engagement channels: 

 

• Door-knocking sessions – direct conversations with local residents. 

• Political/ officer meetings – outside of formal pre-application meetings with 

Ashford Borough Council planning officers 

• Community group discussions - with representatives of key local community 

organisations 

• Community engagement event verbal feedback - informal feedback provided 

by attendees during the public events. 

• Feedback forms - written responses from attendees and the wider community. 

• Email and queries via the website - online submissions and direct email 

communications from residents and local community representatives. 

• Telephone calls - verbal feedback provided by community members over the 

phone. 

 

4.3. For detailed feedback received on the surveys and email enquiries, please see 

Appendix XV.
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Transport and Access 

Key theme of 

feedback 

Feedback Applicant’s Response 

Traffic 

around 

Junction 10 

While residents, local political representatives and 

community organisations acknowledged that traffic 

issues were not solely due to IBF operations, many 

raised concerns about congestion, queuing, 

confusion, and safety hazards around Junction 10a.  

 

Some residents suggested installing traffic lights at 

both A20 junctions leading to Junction 10a and at the 

roundabout to help improve traffic flow. 

 

One consultee noted that they felt that “The 

experience of transport to date is that it has been 

acceptable.” 

Concerns about traffic around Junction 10a, including queuing, 

confusion, and safety, have been acknowledged. 

 

Recent traffic analysis indicates that the current network can 

accommodate forecast traffic flows under both normal and 

exceptional conditions. 

 

Traffic modelling indicates that M20 Junction 10a is the only 

junction where the operations of the Sevington IBF might have 

an impact, with increased queuing anticipated on both the A20 

eastbound and westbound approaches in 2026 and 2036. 

 

However, the modelling also indicates that the junction is 

already expected to exceed its practical and actual capacity 

in both years, even without the Sevington IBF. Therefore, some 

form of intervention is likely to be needed regardless of any 

additional demand generated by the scheme. 

 

Initial discussions with National Highways and Kent County 

Council will explore potential measures to support the effective 

operation of the junction and address the cumulative impact of 

the Sevington IBF and baseline conditions. 

 

Additional traffic surveys and modelling are included in the 

Transport Assessment report. The Applicant will continue to 

engage with the local community and relevant authorities to 

ensure that any necessary improvements are evidence-based 

and appropriately implemented. 
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Re-routing 

and issues 

around 

signage 

Several residents and political representatives 

highlighted concerns regarding traffic congestion 

caused by trucks using inappropriate and narrow 

local roads. 

 

It was suggested that, on occasion, a lack of clear 

signage/ navigation led lorry drivers inadvertently 

onto narrower, potentially more hazardous roads. 

However, respondents noted that issues around driver 

re-routing had decreased more recently.  

 

It was also noted that there were previous issues with 

the wrong post-code appearing in Satellite 

Navigation (SatNav) systems, which also contributed 

to lorry drivers taking the wrong routes. 

 

A number of those engaged suggested that clearer 

signage could help mitigate this issue, with some 

proposing that trucks be directed to use Junction 10a 

instead of Junction 10 to avoid similar problems in the 

future. 

 

Additionally, some residents emphasised the need for 

more noticeable, larger, and clearer signage to assist 

drivers.  

Concerns about Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) using narrower 

roads near residences have been noted. 

 

A new programme of highway signage was completed in late 

2024 to provide clearer directions for drivers heading to the site. 

Previously, drivers were given incorrect location details, but route 

corrections were made with SatNav companies and updated 

information was distributed to hauliers in late 2021. 

 

Additional traffic surveys and modelling have been conducted 

to review HGV routes. These studies aim to identify improvements 

and ensure better management of HGV movements to reduce 

disruption to the local community. Findings will guide any 

necessary changes to routing and traffic management. More 

details are available in the Transport Assessment document. 

 

HGV drivers 

on Church 

Road 

In the second stage of community engagement, 

there was concern about the persistence of lorry 

drivers using Church Road, which has been causing 

significant disruption.  

 

A further issue was raised regarding the potential 

confusion among lorry drivers, who mistakenly 

associated “Sevington” with the IBF rather than St 

Mary’s Church.  

 

Concerns regarding lorry drivers using Church Road and the 

resulting disruption have been acknowledged. In response to 

previous resident feedback, an island was installed in late 2021 

to prevent vehicles from entering Church Road. 

 

To further address these concerns, some signage has been 

updated to read 'St Mary's Church' instead of 'Sevington 

Church'. This change is intended to provide clearer direction for 

drivers with limited knowledge of the local area and the English 

language, helping to deter them from using narrower routes. 
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Air Quality & Sustainability Considerations 

To address this, consultees suggested that the signage 

be updated to clearly differentiate between the 

entrance to the IBF and the church, thereby 

preventing any further confusion. 

 

Additionally, it was suggested that “a width barrier to 

direct heavy vehicles around the other way” could 

be installed to further deter drivers from driving down 

Church Road. 

 

 

The suggestion of a width barrier to prevent heavy vehicles from 

accessing Church Road has also been noted. While this would 

require further discussions with local highways authorities, the 

Applicant remains open to exploring feasible solutions that align 

with road safety regulations and the needs of the community. 

 

Pedestrian 

routes 

Several residents were pleased that sightlines to key 

local church spires and towers were maintained and 

noted recent bridleway improvements (“Pleased site 

lines of Church Spires/towers is being maintained - St 

Mary's Willesborough, St Mary's Sevington, St John the 

Baptist, Mersham and Aldington church.”). 

 

Some residents called for better pedestrian access, 

especially to Mersham via Cheeseman’s Green Lane. 

One respondent suggested extending Blind Lane to 

The Street in Mersham,and rerouting the path by the 

SuDs pond. 

 

Additionally, a resident raised concerns about the 

Public Right of Way (PRoW) route along Church Road, 

where pedestrians can see into private properties. 

 

The importance of pedestrian access around the site is fully 

recognised. While suggestions for re-routing paths around the 

site have been noted, security concerns and operational 

constraints mean that significant changes to the site’s layout or 

footpaths are not feasible. 

 

However, there remains a strong commitment to enhancing 

pedestrian safety and accessibility around the site's perimeter. 

This includes exploring additional screening through planting 

where appropriate. For further details, please refer to the 

accompanying landscape plans and Landscape Environmental 

Management Plans (LEMPs). 

 

Key theme of 

feedback 

Feedback Applicant’s Response 
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Lighting 

Air quality In general, residents reported “no noticeable impact 

on air quality” since Sevington IBF had begun 

operations. One consultee noted that although they 

were “nervous” regarding the IBF’s impact on the 

local environment, “those fears have somewhat been 

diminished as the ongoing day to day operational 

impact is now clear for all to see”. 

Where concerns were raised, those were primarily 

related to lorries idling, with engines still running, when 

stationary or parked (“Stationary/parked lorries should 

not be permitted to run generators”). 

Comments about air quality have been noted, and it is positive 

to understand that residents have reported no noticeable 

impact since operations began. An air quality assessment has 

been completed and will be submitted with the planning 

application. 

 

Local residents can be assured that drivers are encouraged not 

to idle their engines at Sevington IBF, as per site regulations. 

Traffic marshals remind drivers to switch off their engines once 

idle, and this guidance is also communicated to drivers arriving 

at the site, in line with government recommendations. Drivers 

with temperature-controlled consignments and trailers are not 

able to turn the vehicles’ engine off. 

 

On-site traffic marshals will continue to encourage all users to 

switch off their engines to address concerns. 

 

Solar Panels  Several residents also inquired about the possibility of 

installing solar panels on available space on the site 

to promote the generation of clean energy. One 

consultee noted that they felt strongly that the site 

“should be powered by installation of solar panels on 

all roofs and available space” in line with the 

Government’s ambitions to tackle climate change. 

Some panels have already been installed on the roofs of two 

BCP sheds, with plans for additional panels on another shed. The 

long-term benefits are acknowledged, and the possibility of 

installing more panels in the future will be reviewed, subject to 

operational constraints. 

Key theme of 

feedback 

Feedback Applicant’s Response 
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Light spill into 

residential 

areas 

Several residents and local political representatives 

expressed concerns about light pollution from the site, 

particularly its impact when combined with lighting 

from major roads.  

Several observations were made on the night-time 

lighting, which was said to have an adverse effect on 

those living close to the site, impacting their sleep 

quality. 

Observations were made that certain areas of the site 

can be less busy, suggesting that some lighting is 

unnecessary and could be reduced.  

There were suggestions that lights should be switched 

off when not operationally required, either manually 

or through the use of sensors. 

Feedback around light spillage from the Sevington IBF has been 

noted and appreciated. 

 

We can confirm that site-wide lighting has undergone a series of 

modifications over time since the initial installation. In particular, 

lights in the north-west and south-east overspill areas, and 

lighting columns located in the central viewing corridor, have 

been turned off (except during exceptional times when 

operationally required). In addition, baffles were installed on 

lights closest to residential properties. 

 

To address concerns about nighttime lighting, some of the lights 

on the swim lanes are being turned off when not needed, 

potentially reducing their impact on the surrounding area. Lights 

across the site have already been reviewed in response to 

feedback; several have been turned off where possible.  

 

Exploration is underway to extend the existing fencing along the 

southern boundary to reduce light disturbance from HGVs to 

nearby homes. 

 

Lighting 

fixtures 

During Stage Two of the engagement programme, 

several residents and political representatives 

expressed support for the proposed lighting mitigation 

measures, which were introduced in response to 

feedback from the first stage of engagement. 

One respondent raised concerns about the fixed 

lighting on the southern elevation of the HMRC shed 

on site, which he noted was “too bright and directed 

at Church Road residents.” 

As mentioned above, further assessment of current light spill 

levels has been conducted, and measures have already been 

put in place to reduce any impact on residential areas, 

including installing shields on existing light fittings. This should 

inhibit any potential light spill into residential areas, including 

those living on Church Road. 

 

While adjustments to lighting fixtures have been made where 

feasible, the height of the lighting columns has been designed 

with operational requirements in mind, ensuring sufficient 

illumination for site operations, while minimising environmental 

impact. 
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Noise and Vibration 

Further queries were predominantly raised regarding 

the height of lighting columns and whether lower-

level lighting could be installed.  

More details are provided in the Lighting Impact Assessment, 

which is part of the planning application. 

Enhancing 

green 

screening 

Some residents questioned whether it was possible to 

enhance planting, particularly with trees and hedges, 

to help shield some of the light spill. 

 

A review of the Landscape Environmental Management Plans 

(LEMPs) has been carried out. There is a commitment to fully 

implementing the LEMPs over the coming planting seasons, with 

small areas of additional planting proposed where feasible, 

considering operational needs, underground services, and land 

ownership. The LEMPs, including tree buffers, will help to mitigate 

lighting impacts. 

 

Lighting 

compliance  

A consultee requested clarification on whether the 

site's lighting is now compliant with relevant 

regulations and British Standards. 

The full planning application will be compliant with the relevant 

British lighting regulations, including the SLL (Society of Light and 

Lighting) Code for Lighting, BS 5489-1:2020, the Code of practice 

for road lighting in the UK, and EN 12464-2 (Lighting of 

Workplaces, Outdoors).  

 

All necessary steps have been taken to meet regulatory 

requirements, and ongoing monitoring will ensure continued 

compliance. 

 

Key theme of 

feedback 

Feedback Applicant’s Response 

Low-frequency 

noise  

Several residents and political representatives 

raised concerns about noise pollution, particularly 

Low-Frequency Noise (LFN) caused by HGVs 

manoeuvring both outside and in the southern 

area of the Sevington site. 

 

It is noted that noise pollution, including Low-Frequency Noise 

(LFN) from HGVs, has been a concern for some residents, 

particularly at night and in areas close to the site. 

 

To minimise impacts on residents south of the site, a traffic 

rerouting scheme is being considered for off-peak hours. This 
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One consultee specifically highlighted the 

impact of lorries at night, questioning why they 

could not be rerouted towards Junction 10a and 

directed west to London or east to the coast via 

the motorway, thereby avoiding residential areas. 

 

Additionally, it was suggested that refrigerated 

trailers should be positioned away from residential 

areas, with acoustic enclosures introduced to 

help mitigate noise impact. 

scheme would redirect vehicles within the site to avoid more 

sensitive areas. 

 

Additionally, refrigerated vehicles requiring generators or cooling 

systems will continue to be positioned away from residential 

areas to help reduce noise disturbances. 

 

Noise levels on the site continue to be monitored, and 

appropriate mitigation measures will be implemented in 

response to any identified issues. 

 

Noise monitoring Several residents sought clarification about the 

existing noise monitoring that was taking place 

on site. They questioned whether the LFN sound 

receptors were functioning effectively, 

particularly along the southern boundary. 

It was also noted that any monitoring equipment 

near Church Road would be positioned lower 

than the site itself, raising concerns about the 

accuracy of the noise readings from this location. 

Noise levels within and outside the Sevington IBF site are 

monitored continuously and reported monthly to the 

Department of Environment Health at Ashford Borough Council.  

 

For the full planning application, the appointed noise 

consultants conducted supplementary baseline measurements 

comprising attended and unattended surveys at locations within 

and surrounding the site.  

 

For further details on the noise data that has been collected, 

please see the Noise Assessment document, which 

accompanies this planning application.  

 

Acoustic fencing 

buffer 

A few near neighbours of the site raised issues 

regarding noise pollution and questioned the 

acoustic fencing buffer.  

This included questions about the effectiveness of 

the acoustic buffers in blocking noise in their 

homes and when walking near the site, especially 

when traffic built up and at night, when noise 

appeared to be more noticeable. 

The feedback received on the effectiveness of the acoustic 

buffer has been noted. As stated above: to address these 

concerns, a traffic rerouting scheme is being considered for off-

peak hours to redirect vehicles away from sensitive areas and 

reduce intrusive noise. 

 

The performance of acoustic buffers is under continuous review, 

with immediate adjustments made as needed to improve noise 

mitigation. Noise levels will continue to be monitored, especially 

during peak periods, and additional measures will be 

implemented if required. 
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Landscape / Ecology 

One consultee noted in particular, “The route the 

HGV's take to exit places them on a slow bend 

between the large sheds and the acoustic fence. 

As they select a low gear and 'chug' around this 

bend, the vibrations caused by the frequency 

seem to reverberate off the sheds and fence.” 

 

Our commitment to minimising noise impact on the local 

community is ongoing, and the Applicant will ensure effective 

solutions are in place through on-going noise-monitoring. 

Key theme of 

feedback 

Feedback Applicant’s Response 

Existing 

Landscape and 

Management 

Plans (LEMPs)  

Many of those engaged felt that the Eastern 

parcel had not been maintained as agreed in 

the original temporary consent and that the 

original Landscape and Ecological Management 

Plans (LEMPs) had not been implemented 

successfully. 

  

Several expressed a desire to secure the long-

term preservation of Sevington East, with a view 

to supporting Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) for a 

minimum of 30 years. 

 

 

Feedback on this topic is appreciated, and it is acknowledged 

that some planting outlined in previous LEMPs has not been 

successful. To address this, improved management and 

maintenance will be implemented for long-term protection and 

enhancement. 

 

The LEMPs approved under the temporary permission will be fully 

implemented in the upcoming planting seasons. Landscape 

architects have reviewed the existing LEMPs and planting 

specifications, recommending additional measures where 

necessary to significantly improve the landscaping. 

 

They also assessed site constraints such as the gas mains, 

heritage restrictions, security needs, and land ownership 

limitations (including National Highways land) to identify further 

planting opportunities. 

 

Further details on landscaping measures are included in the 

LEMPs accompanying this planning application. 
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Failed planting 

and suggestions 

for further 

landscaping 

Several people asked about the condition of the 

existing planting on-site and sought clarification 

on the failed planting, particularly along the 

northern boundary under National Highways 

ownership.  

 

They also queried whether additional hedges 

and planting could be implemented where 

feasible. 

The condition of existing planting on-site has been reviewed, 

including concerns regarding failed planting along the northern 

boundary. Where ownership falls under National Highways, the 

Applicant is actively engaged in direct discussions with the 

relevant authorities.  

 

It is noted that some planting on the site has been unsuccessful. 

As stated above, enhanced management and maintenance 

measures will be implemented to ensure long-term protection 

and improvement.  

Community suggestions regarding hedge reinstatement, pond 

enhancement, and screening improvements have been noted. 

As part of this, the Landscape and Ecological Management 

Plan (LEMP) for Land East of Highfield Lane (Sevington East) 

includes a native hedge along this boundary to fill gaps and 

create a continuous hedge line. 

 

Further details of these measures are provided in the LEMPs that 

accompany this planning application. 

 

Invasive species Residents raised concerns about the urgent need 

for attention to the biodiversity land to the east of 

Highfield Lane, particularly in regard to the 

spread of invasive species like ragwort and 

thistles. 

It was noted that action must be taken before 

the nesting season to prevent contamination of 

adjacent agricultural grazing land and properties 

in the coming months. 

We acknowledge concerns raised about the condition of 

biodiversity in the land to the east of Highfield Lane, particularly 

regarding the growth of invasive species. 

 

Following discussions with the Kent County Council (KCC) 

ecology team, the team’s specialists have advised against 

spraying the field before September 2025. This is to avoid killing 

plant species that are beneficial to biodiversity and to protect 

local wildlife, keeping in mind the skylark nesting season which 

will run from April to August. The preference is to allow skylarks to 

nest and to let the field grow before reassessing in the autumn. 

Once the field is cut, the ecology team will develop a plan to 

handle any invasive species.  
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The mowing of the field is proposed to take place in September 

2025, with the ecology review to take place in October 2025. 

This will then access what is growing and develop an action plan 

for weed treatment. 

 

Archaeological 

discoveries 

The presence of the Cold War bunker at 

Sevington East was raised on several occasions, 

and local residents, including local councillors, 

queried the status of information boards.  

These information boards were to be erected as 

part of the commitments outlined in the LEMPs 

that were submitted as part of the original 

temporary planning permission.  

Those engaged sought clarification about 

whether they would still be implemented and if 

they would display details about the Cold War 

bunker. 

There were also suggestions to make the 

archaeological report publicly available, possibly 

through an engagement website, and to ensure 

these findings are easily accessible to the general 

public. 

The Applicant is pleased to note the interest in the 

archaeological findings at the Sevington IBF site, particularly the 

Cold War bunker. 

 

Information boards will be installed around the site, including 

along the Sevington East bridleway, as part of the LEMP 

requirements to educate the public about the archaeological 

discoveries. 

 

Discussions have taken place with Kent County Council (KCC) 

and Mott MacDonald regarding the archaeological findings 

report, and it has been confirmed that a more accessible 

version will be published online for the community to access and 

review.  

Sustainable 

Drainage Systems 

(SuDs) 

Those engaged noted that, in general, they felt 

that the Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) 

around the site had worked well. 

However, several residents noted concerns on 

water drainage issues, particularly on Kingsford 

Street. Some suggested the re-excavation of 

ponds to collect water drainage. 

The existing sustainable drainage systems on-site, including 

natural planting, ponds, swales, and other features for water 

management, have been acknowledged. Feedback indicating 

that these systems are generally functioning effectively is 

appreciated. 

 

The review of this feedback will continue, and a thorough 

assessment of SuDS performance, including drainage issues on 

Kingsford Street, will be conducted. The implementation of the 

Landscape and Environmental Management Plans (LEMPs) is 
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Other 

expected to significantly enhance SuDS performance, leading 

to substantial improvements in water management and 

sustainability. 

 

Further details on SuDS and their performance can be found in 

the Environmental Statement accompanying this planning 

application. 

 

Wildlife habitat 

provisions 

Some residents expressed concerns about the 

measures in place to protect wildlife on 

Sevington East. One resident specifically sought 

clarification on whether barn owl boxes were 

proposed as part of the site’s ecological 

provisions.  

 

They also questioned whether it would be 

appropriate to position these boxes near areas 

with incoming traffic, highlighting potential risks to 

the owls’ safety and habitat suitability. 

The protection and enhancement of local wildlife have been 

carefully considered in the full planning application. As outlined 

in the LEMPs, a range of measures are proposed to support 

biodiversity, including nesting boxes for bats, birds, and dormice. 

 

Specifically, three barn owl boxes are planned for the eastern 

side of Highfield Lane. Their placement has been carefully 

selected to provide safe and suitable access to foraging areas 

across the wider Sevington East site, helping to support and 

reinforce the local barn owl population. 

 

The positioning of these boxes has been designed to balance 

ecological needs with site operations, ensuring that wildlife can 

thrive without unnecessary risk. Further details on the proposed 

wildlife habitat provisions can be found within the LEMPs 

accompanying this planning application. 

 

Key theme of 

feedback 

Feedback Applicant’s Response 

Community 

benefits and 

funding  

Although not related to this full planning 

application for Sevington IBF, several residents, as 

well as local political representatives, raised 

Feedback raised around the community funding have been 

acknowledged; however, these primarily relate to the previous 
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funding for the church in relation to the previous 

SDO. It was noted that St Mary’s Church was in 

urgent need of funding to repair the spire and 

update the Church, so this remains accessible for 

the community.  

 

Residents also questioned the possibility of 

working with the site’s operator to unlock 

community benefits, including potential funds for 

the village and how they could support St Mary’s 

Church as a ‘Community Hub.’ 

Stour Park application rather than the current full planning 

application for Sevington IBF. 

 

A commitment remains to working collaboratively with the 

Church and the local community to explore funding 

opportunities in partnership with the community and Ashford 

Borough Council. 

 

Recognition is also given to the interest in engaging with the site 

operator to explore potential collaboration with the local 

community. Facilitation of discussions with relevant stakeholders 

is welcomed to consider how these initiatives might be taken 

forward. 
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Litter around the 

northern 

boundary and 

outskirts of the 

site 

Several residents living in close proximity to the 

site expressed concern about significant littering 

along the northern boundary of the site, 

particularly along the roadside leading to 

junction 10a and towards Orbital Park. Littering 

around the Sevington East bridleway was also 

raised. 

 

Multiple residents noted that there was an 

increase in littering incidents, including the 

inappropriate disposal of human waste 

(excrement and urine) thought to be done by 

lorry drivers. 

 

To address this issue, it was suggested that the site 

operator consider implementing measures such 

as increasing the number of on-site litter bins and 

improving driver welfare amenities. 

 

Concerns raised regarding litter on the outskirts of the site, 

particularly around the northern boundary, have been noted. 

 

As the northern boundary lies outside the site, direct control is 

limited. However, driver amenities and waste bins are available 

on-site to discourage littering. 

 

The Applicant is actively engaging with the site operator, Kent 

County Council, and National Highways to review this issue and 

identify practical internal operational changes that may help 

address some of these concerns. 

 

In response to specific reports of littering on the Sevington East 

Bridleway, discussions with Kent County Council will continue to 

explore waste management solutions, including the potential 

installation and servicing of bins. 

 

Socio-economic 

benefits 

Overall, many of those engaged recognised the 

national strategic importance of Sevington IBF 

and its positive socio-economic impact. Residents 

and political representatives acknowledged that 

the Border Control Post (BCP) within the site plays 

a vital role in maintaining national biosecurity 

while also contributing to economic stability.  

Both residents and political representatives 

expressed their appreciation for the employment 

opportunities created for local residents. 

Recognition from those engaged regarding the national 

strategic importance of Sevington IBF and its role in creating 

local employment opportunities is appreciated. 

 

The Applicant remains committed to supporting the local 

economy by working with the site operator to ensure that job 

opportunities continue to benefit local residents. 

 

Operations and 

use of the IBF 

Over the course of the engagement programme, 

some residents sought clarification about 

Sevington IBF’s purpose. Several residents noted 

The community’s comments regarding Sevington IBF’s purpose 

and the utilisation of different areas within the site has been 

noted. 
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that the site often looked empty and queried its 

existing operational uses. 

At the most recent engagement events, 

questions were raised about ongoing inspections 

and the risk of the spread of diseases, particularly 

foot-and-mouth. 

Feedback further noted that residents found it 

very useful to discuss the nature of what was sent 

to Sevington for inspection and the process 

behind this.  

Sevington IBF plays a critical role in ensuring national security, 

including biosecurity, at the UK border.  

It is recognised that the site may sometimes appear less busy, 

which could have contributed to the questions raised during the 

engagement programme. Due to the nature of the site and its 

essential operations, activities are often reactive and based on 

real-time intelligence. 

 

In response to concerns about inspections, particularly regarding 

foot-and-mouth disease risks, robust inspection protocols are in 

place to address these issues. These measures ensure safety and 

compliance with health regulations. 

 

We remain committed to transparency and keeping the 

community well-informed about the site's operations. 

 

The name of 

‘Sevington IBF’ 

site 

A couple of residents queried why the site is 

called ‘Sevington IBF,’ noting that the name 

Sevington has historic meaning to locals, and is 

mentioned in the Domesday Book. They felt that 

this had now become associated with the IBF 

and wondered whether it was possible to change 

the name of the site. 

The name ‘Sevington IBF’ was chosen to reflect the site’s 

location. Comments about the association of Sevington Village 

with the facility have been noted, but there are no proposed 

changes to the site name given its five year establishment. 

Sevington IBF plays an essential role in border operations, and its 

designation aligns with other similar sites across the country. 
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5. Conclusion 
5.1. This Statement of Community Involvement documents stakeholder and community 

engagement undertaken at the pre-application stage for the full planning 

application for the Sevington Inland Border Facility (IBF). 

 

5.2. The purpose of the engagement was to involve local residents, community 

organisations and political representatives in the planning process by seeking their 

feedback on current site operations. This feedback helped to inform the scope 

and priorities of the technical assessments, as well as potential operational 

changes, prior to the submission of the full planning application. Engagement was 

undertaken in accordance with the community engagement expectations set by 

Ashford Borough Council in its Statement of Community Involvement and the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

5.3. The engagement programme began in August 2024 and continued through to 

January 2025, using a range of physical and digital methods to reach a broad and 

diverse audience. The project email and telephone number remain live for political 

and community stakeholders to be able to contact the engagement team at any 

time. 

 

5.4. Key activities included engagement and meetings with key political 

representatives and community organisations, dedicated project website, door-

knocking with immediate neighbours, and several public drop-in events. 

 

5.5. Updates on the application's progress were provided at each stage of the 

engagement programme, with feedback helping to shape both the programme 

and the overall approach. 

 

5.6. Key themes raised by respondents during pre-application engagement included: 

• Noise impacts 

• Transport, access and signage 

• Lighting 

• Ecology and Landscaping 

• Littering around the site 

 

5.7. Feedback from the engagement programme was generally constructive, with 

many members of the local community recognising the national and local 

importance of Sevington Inland Border Facility. 

 

5.8. The Applicant has reviewed the feedback and proposed potential operational 

changes in response, particularly in regard to areas such as signage, lighting, and 

improvements to landscaping. 

 

5.9. The “Feedback and Applicant’s Response” section (section 4) of this document 

highlights the key themes of feedback received from the local community and 

explains how the Applicant has sought to respond to and address concerns. 
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5.10. The feedback received during the engagement programme has been taken into 

account and used to inform the preparation of the full planning application. 

 

5.11. The Applicant is committed to continuing to engage with the community, 

neighbours and political representatives following the submission of the planning 

application. Channels of communication will remain open for further enquiries and 

discussion throughout the determination period. 
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Appendices 

Appendix I – August 2024 Email to Political 

Representatives and Local Community Groups 
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Appendix II – Stage One: Flyer 
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Appendix III – Near Neighbour Letters 
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Appendix IV – Engagement Website 
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Appendix V – Stage One: Exhibition Boards 
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Appendix VI – Stage One: Hard Copy Feedback Form 
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Appendix VII – Stage One: Digital Feedback Form 
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Appendix VIII – Stage One: Social Media Advert 
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Appendix IX – Stage Two: Flyer 
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Appendix X – Stage Two: Emails and Community 

Update 
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Appendix XI – Stage Two: Socia Media Advert 
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Appendix XII – Stage Two: Exhibition Boards 
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Appendix XIII – Stage Two: Physical Feedback Form 
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Appendix XIV – Stage Two: Digital Feedback Form 
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Appendix XV – Responses to feedback survey 

Stage One Engagement Survey 

 

1. Do you believe that Sevington IBF should have full planning permission to address the 

need for national biosecurity requirements? 

 

2. Please give a reason for your answer. 

• It was suggested that it was better for the IBF to be on the site rather than an 

Amazon warehouse, factory, or housing development. 

• One respondent stated the importance of allowing local people to have input 

into the design criteria. 

• One respondent said they believed that the site fulfilled national requirements 

and was appropriately located. They acknowledged the site's essential role in 

managing border traffic, noting that it caused minimal inconvenience to most 

neighbouring residents. 

• It was suggested that full planning permission would provide much-needed 

certainty regarding the future of the site. 

• It was stated that obtaining full planning permission for the site should provide 

the opportunity to safeguard the future of Sevington East as a Green Buffer 

Zone, protecting Mersham and ensuring a secure biodiversity net gain (BNG). 

• One respondent suggested that planning permission should be conditional on 

preserving the site's biodiversity and minimising disruption and inconvenience to 

local residents. 

 
3. What is your experience of socio-economic benefits, relating to Sevington IBF 

today? 

• Several respondents noted that they were aware of the socio-economic 

benefits of the IBF, particularly the level of increased local employment.  

• One respondent suggested that they had limited awareness of recognisable 

socio-economic benefits to date. 

• One respondent highlighted concerns about the poor lighting, specifically the 

height and lack of shielding, and its impact on the local environment.* 

*Please note: the answer was unrelated to the specific query posed but has been included as this was 

one of the answers provided. 
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4. Is there a specific aspect relating to the socio-economic benefits that you feel the 

team should explore? 

Suggestions included: 

• More local employment, apprenticeships, and grants to local organisations. 

• Consideration of security measures for border control, other than paperwork at 

final destinations*. 

• Reduction of the volume of food and other products being brought into the 

UK*. 

Traffic congestion around M20 Junction 10a and A20, both to and from Ashford.  

• Difficulties crossing the road safely at the end of the bridle path - A20*. 

• Lack of need for Operation Brock except in the case of strikes at the docks in 

France* 

*Please note: the answer was unrelated to the specific query posed but has been included as this was 

one of the answers provided. 

5. What is your experience of transport and access, relating to Sevington IBF today? 

• Respondents thought that poor motorway signage had caused HGVs to get 

lost.  In particular, they felt that HGVs continued to mistakenly access residential 

roads. It was suggested that improved and permanent signage was urgently 

needed to prevent safety risks in this area. 

• Junction 10a, was considered to have improved, traffic flow wise, but was still 

thought of as hazardous, with lorries often pulling out in the wrong lane and 

disregarding other motorists. 

• Traffic lights frequently stopped 3–4 lorries at a time, causing blockages across 

the junction. Regular traffic build-ups were reported along the A20 (from Tesco 

to Junction 10a and Mersham to Junction 10a) during peak times. 

• Some respondents noted that transport was acceptable, with no public access 

allowed due to the site's security measures. 

• Left-hand-drive lorries were highlighted as posing significant accident risks.  

 

6. Is there a specific aspect relating to transport and access that you feel the team 

should explore? 

Suggestions included: 

• Turning off lights on loading lanes when not in use. 

• Improved signage on the M20 coastbound to guide HGVs to the correct exit. 

• Addressing traffic light issues at both A20 junctions leading to Junction 10a, 

particularly lengthy waiting times and heavy traffic towards Folkestone or the 

M20. 

• Installing additional traffic lights on the Junction 10a roundabout to 

accommodate any increase in IBF lorry traffic. 

• Deterring lorries from parking in inappropriate locations. 

 

7. What is your experience of air quality, climate change and wind, relating to 

Sevington IBF today? 

• A few respondents noted that there was no discernible impact on air quality in 

relation to Sevington IBF. 
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• A suggestion was made to power the site using solar panels on roofs and other 

available space. 

• Queuing traffic was identified as a contributor to air pollution. 

 

8. Is there a specific aspect relating to air quality, climate change and wind that you 

feel the team should explore? 

Suggestions included: 

• Further discussions should be held with the Highways Agency to address all 

issues related to protecting air quality. 

• More efforts should be made to reduce lighting wherever possible.* 

*Please note: the answer was unrelated to the specific query posed but has been included as this was 

one of the answers provided. 

9. What is your experience with ground, flooding and waste, relating to Sevington IBF 

today? 

 

• Respondents noted issues with water not being drained by the Sustainable 

Drainage Systems (SuDs), requiring water to be removed in other ways. 

• It was suggested that there was significant rainwater run-off into Kingsford Street, 

which used to be collected into the ponds. 

• One respondent noted the potential for large areas of concrete to have a 

detrimental effect on the surrounding areas that sit within the flood plain. 

 

10. Is there a specific aspect relating to ground, flooding and waste that you feel the 

team should explore? 

Suggestions included: 

• Consider opportunities to enhance the existing pond at Sevington East and re-

excavate ponds that were previously present on the site when assessing the 

BNG value. 

• Publish the results of pollution monitoring and the maintenance of local rivers 

and 'run-off' ponds. 

• Explore ways to protect local residents from the issues raised. 

11. What is your experience of light pollution, solar glare and access to light, relating to 

Sevington IBF today? 

• No issues with solar glare were reported. 

• Respondents expressed concerns about lighting being too bright for extended 

periods, highlighting the need to address this in order to support the dark skies 

policy and minimise its impact on local residents.  

• Light pollution was highlighted as a significant concern by residents in Mersham, 

with its impact extending beyond the village into the surrounding National 

Landscape. 

• While some adjustments to lighting had been made, it was suggested that more 

improvements could be implemented. 

• One resident responded to suggest that lights should be installed with sensors to 

ensure only areas in use were lit. 

• Light spill was noted to impact rooms at the rear of properties facing the IBF. 
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12. Is there a specific aspect relating to light pollution, solar glare and access to light 

that you feel the team should explore? 

Suggestions included: 

• Replacing 12m-high lights with lower, more focused lighting. 

• Increasing planting in the eastern area to provide more protection for the 

village of Mersham. 

• Adopting a more proactive approach to reducing night-time lighting in areas of 

the site not used by vehicles. 

• Installing movement sensors on lights. 

• Adding mature, evergreen trees to the bund adjacent to Highfield Lane. 

• Replacing hedges in areas of Kingsford Street where they had been damaged 

or removed, to help shield residents from light pollution. 

 

13. What is your experience of noise and vibration, relating to Sevington IBF today? 

 

• Respondents noted that there was the occasional sound of vehicle engines at 

night, particularly during summer months, with audible noise from lorries 

reversing at times, particularly at night. 

• Some respondents noted that there were limited issues, except occasionally 

there was noise pollution from very heavy traffic. 

• It was suggested that there was disturbance from background noise and 

vibration originating from the IBF. 

• A couple of respondents noted that noise from the IBF was generally 

acceptable and could be avoided by not walking too close to / past the site. 

 

14. Is there a specific aspect relating to noise and vibration that you feel the team 

should explore? 

Suggestions included: 

• Consideration of how noise from vehicles reversing at night could be avoided.  

• Prohibition of generators running at night and lorries being forced to switch 

engines off when parked. 

15. What is your experience of ecology and landscape, relating to Sevington IBF 

today? 

• Several respondents felt that there was limited landscaping in the eastern area, 

with little or no maintenance carried out. It was also noted that the eastern 

parcel was not maintained to the standard agreed upon in the original 

temporary permission, and action was seen as necessary to enforce this. 

• It was stated that increased tree planting around the perimeter would be 

appreciated. 

• The contrast between the expansive concrete and tarmac areas and the 

former fields was highlighted, with a desire for more efforts to be made to 

create an appropriate setting for Sevington Church, particularly when 

approaching Sevington from Mersham. 

• One respondent noted that it was pleasing to see the amount of birdlife 

attracted by the lakes. 
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• It was highlighted that landscaping on the entrance verges needed 

improvement, including new tree planting, with dead saplings and hedging 

requiring replacement. 

• Several respondents noted the importance of preserving and actively 

managing Sevington East for its biodiversity, serving as an ecological and 

landscape buffer between the site and the village. 

• Concerns were raised about the spread of seeds from non-native species, such 

as ragwort, across nearby land. 

 

16. Is there a specific aspect relating to ecology and landscape that you feel the team 

should explore? 

Suggestions included: 

• More managed planting in the eastern area to maximise the ecological and 

landscape value of the land. 

• Previous landscaping commitments, including the creation of a wildflower area 

in the eastern section, should be delivered. 

• Suggested use of the Sevington East parcel to increase biodiversity and create 

a woodland zone adjacent to Highfield Lane to obscure views of the IBF. 

• Replacement of dead planting and enhancement of verges around the site. 

• That Sevington East should be incorporated into the red line boundary to ensure 

biodiversity net gains are achieved on-site, rather than elsewhere. 

 

17. To what extent do you agree with Sevington East being a Biodiversity Net Gain site 

as part of Sevington IBF, which will contribute to a Biodiversity Net Gain 

improvement when complete? 

 

18. Please give a reason for your answer. 

• Respondents expressed concerns about the current management of Sevington 

East, with feedback indicating that it had yet to deliver the proposed 

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG), despite its significant potential to enhance the 

area. 

• Respondents expressed support for using Sevington East to mitigate the site's 

carbon footprint while benefiting local wildlife. 

• Several expressed the importance of maintaining Sevington East as a buffer 

between the development and Mersham Village. 
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• Several voiced their concerns around further development extending towards 

Mersham, and BNG on Sevington East was seen as a means to protect the land 

from future development. 

• One respondent referenced the designation of Sevington East under Policy SP7 

of Ashford Borough Council's Local Plan (2030), advocating for it to remain a 

permanent Green Buffer Zone to preserve the historical character of Mersham 

Village and prevent the merging of developments. 

• Several respondents noted that BNG was a way to offset potential 

environmental impacts from the construction and operation of the Sevington 

IBF. 

• Several respondents agreed that implementing BNG on Sevington East would 

ensure long-term ecological benefits, contributing to biodiversity goals for at 

least 30 years. 

 

19. Do you have any other comments you would like to add about Sevington IBF? 

• While the operation of Sevington IBF was generally seen as running smoothly, 

respondents suggested several improvements, particularly in regard to traffic 

management around M20 Junction 10a, pedestrian access from the bridlepath 

crossing the A20, planting on the eastern section, and lighting. 

• A representative from the Village Alliance expressed interest in Sevington East, 

highlighting the group's efforts to have the area permanently designated as a 

Green Buffer Zone with BNG. Key concerns included poor management, 

leading to the deterioration of the land due to thistles and ragwort, which had 

negatively impacted neighbouring agricultural land. The representative was 

encouraged by the possibility of proper management and enhancement of the 

area, with suggestions for achieving BNG, including tree planting, hedge 

replacement, pond improvements, and weed control. 

• One respondent recommended that Sevington East be planted with a belt of 

trees tall enough to shield the village from the lighting at the IBF. 

• Respondents suggested that the full planning application should adhere to the 

proposed conditions and mitigations, as it was felt that the mitigations outlined 

in the SDO had not been fully implemented. 

• A couple of respondents highlighted the need for financial contributions to be 

addressed as part of the full planning permission. 

 

Stage Two Engagement Survey 

 

1. How did you hear about the project? 
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2. Did you attend any of the previous events in October? 

 

 
 

 

3. Do you have any comments to make about the information presented on the 

engagement boards? If so, please select the relevant headings below that you wish 

to comment on: 
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Flyer Other

2
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Yes No
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4. Please provide your response below. 

 

Ecology and Landscape 

 

• There was a desire to see the completion of the planned landscaping to the east of 

the site. One respondent noted that the current bare fields were unattractive, even 

with the presence of a bridle path.  

• While the mention of a 30-year strategy for the Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) land to 

the east of the facility was welcomed, one respondent requested a more detailed 

outline of this plan. Specific questions were raised regarding the ongoing 

management strategy and specific techniques that would be implemented to 

ensure that BNG goals were met. 

• One respondent raised concerns about the impact of lorry and van parking along 

the road. This parking was reported to have caused damage to road signage and 

verges and, at times, had restricted pedestrian access due to vehicles parked on 

pavements. 

 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

• Respondents noted that they had seen no discernible impact on air quality since 

the site began operations but sought clarification on whether there was increased 

air pollution across Sevington and the wider area. 

Lighting 

• Respondents suggested that the proposed operational changes had the potential 

to reduce the light spill from the IBF site and improve conditions for residents of 

Kingsford Street, Sevington Village, and Church Road. 

• One respondent expressed significant concern about light pollution visible from 

their home, describing the night sky as "permanently lit." They questioned the 

necessity of the current lighting levels, particularly given what they perceived to be 

0
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underutilisation of the lorry park. They also raised concerns about the "smartness" 

and environmental sustainability of the lighting system. 

 

Transport, Access and Movement 

• Respondents raised concerns regarding the negative impact of Sevington IBF on 

transport around Junction 10a, with conditions described as having become 

"dangerous and more complex."  

• Specific issues raised included concerns around poor driving by lorry drivers (wrong 

lanes, failing to yield/indicate) and traffic light configurations that lead to A20 

blockages and dangerous driving during peak hours. 

• One respondent insisted that this issue required further attention and should be 

addressed in the full planning application for Sevington IBF.  

 

Flooding and Waste 

• Respondents noted the amount of litter along road verges. Respondents 

specifically noted the presence of unhygienic waste, including excrement and 

bottles containing urine. 

5. Do you have any other general comments to make about the project? 

• Several respondents noted that the management of the community consultation 

had been commendable but that they felt there were outstanding concerns that 

needed to be addressed. 

• It was noted that the preservation of sightlines to key Church spires and towers - St 

Mary’s Willesborough, St Mary’s Sevington, St John the Baptist, Mersham, and 

Aldington Church - was welcomed.  

• One respondent suggested that the operators of Sevington IBF should collaborate 

with other Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) projects locally and that a joint venture 

between these areas could be both cost-effective and beneficial for wildlife, flood 

management, and carbon storage. 

• Respondents raised concern about the impact of light pollution from the IBF, 

particularly the cumulative effect of lighting from the IBF and two M20 junctions. 

• One respondent sought clarification on types of lighting used on site- noting that 

whilst LED lighting was energy-efficient, it was harmful to the night sky and wildlife, 

as the light reflected off hard surfaces and bounced upwards, even with 

downward-facing units. 

• One respondent noted that the increased focus on the Sevington East buffer area 

was appreciated, and there was hope that S106 agreements and BNG 

commitments would result in better land management 

• One respondent suggested establishing another facility in a different part of Kent to 

ease the pressure on the M20. They noted that traffic had increased significantly 

since 2001 and that the addition of more lorries would exacerbate the problem. 
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Appendix XV – Email / Telephone Queries and 

Feedback 

Email 1 

This individual resided on the edge of Wye and raised several concerns, including: 

• The impact of light pollution on local wildlife. 

• Questions about measures being taken to protect wildlife. 

• The effect of light pollution on nearby neighbours to the site. 

 

Email 2 

This individual informed the engagement team of their availability during the door-

knocking dates, as they were keen to provide their feedback in person but were 

unable to attend the community engagement events. 

Email 3 

This individual was unable to attend the engagement events and submitted their 

concerns via email, which included: 

• Traffic congestion around Junction 10 on the M20 roundabout. 

• Noise from lorries at all hours, preventing them from opening their windows. 

• Congested traffic with lorries heading up the A2070 towards Junction 10. 

• A suggestion to reroute lorries via the motorway west to London and then east 

to the coast in order to avoid residential areas. 

 

Email 4 

This individual expressed no objection to the full planning application but 

submitted written feedback regarding biodiversity on Sevington East, which 

included: 

• Acknowledgment that the parcel of land was designated as a Green Buffer 

Zone. 

• Recommendations for native tree planting, wetland generation, habitat 

creation, and educational initiatives. 

• A suggestion to establish a project group to assist with these efforts, involving 

Mersham Parish Council and Mersham Action Group. 

 

Email 5 

The fifth individual submitted a query relating to accessing the online survey on the 

engagement website. 

Email 6 

This individual attended the engagement event and also spoke to the 

engagement team via telephone (summarised below). The main areas of concern 

they shared included:  

• Concerns about noise and light pollution. 

• Safety issues caused by HGVs travelling down Church Road. 
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• Feeling that the community had originally received insufficient notice about 

the SDO. 

• Concerns about a new footpath by their property, which led to strangers 

passing by. 

• Claims that inadequate site signage had led to damage to carriageway sides 

and property boundaries, causing traffic disruption. 

• Noise concerns related to staff shouting, sounding horns, and revving engines, 

compounded by the acoustic fence reflecting HS1 line noise back to 

neighbours. 

• Suggestions to rename the site “Ashford IBF” to preserve the historic 

significance of Sevington village. 

• Concerns about inadequate planting around SUDS ponds and the prevalence 

of weeds. 

• Observations of black particles and green/blue discharge during heavy rain. 

• Proposed measures to reduce light pollution and queries about its impact on 

wildlife. 

Email 7 

This individual was a neighbour to the resident who submitted Query 6, echoing the 

latter’s comments and concerns after the events. The author of email 7 raised a 

lack of sufficient engagement with the local community prior to those discussions.  

Email 8 

This email was received from an engagement event attendee, who stressed the 

importance of maintaining Sevington East. Key points were: 

• Invasive species including ragwort and thistles 

• Proposed landscaping plan for Sevington East 

• Proposal put forward by Kent Wildlife Trust 

• Loss of hedge along Blind Lane and Kingsford Street 

• Pond enhancement, especially along Kingsford Street 

• Run off water into the road on Kingsford Street 

 

Email 9 

 

Another individual who attended the engagement events submitted a written 

representation, which comprised: 

• Whether the lighting on site complied with all the relevant regulations/British 

Standards 

• Potentially developing KPIs to review traffic flow and number of lights switched 

on, to inform plans to minimise lighting on site 

• Whether solar panels were planned to be installed at the site 

• Whether more barn owl boxes were being proposed as part of the landscaping 

plan 

• Accidents at junction 10a and whether this was exacerbated due to the design 

of the roundabout 

 

Email 10 

 

This email was sent from a local resident who attended the engagement event. 

They provided feedback around: 
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• Effectiveness of acoustic barriers on low frequency noise 

• Exploring alternative measures along the south western boundary of the site 

• Parking locations of refrigerated trailers within the site 

• Impact of noise to everyday life at home 

 


